have presented "a rapid and precise method for obtaining a wetting curve by supplying a small constant flux of water to the top of a thin section of soil." It may seem paradoxical that a dynamic method might be advantageous in determining a water retention curve which is a static property. This, as well as the meaning of a small flux and a thin section, are the purpose of this comment. As a result simpler procedures and some improvement in the interpretation of the data will be proposed.
/. Russo and Bresler (1981) Russo and Bresler derive distributional properties of several hydraulic parameters, modeling each as a stationary, isotropic, random function. After fitting autocorrelations of a specific type to the data and determining the integral scale of each parameter, the authors conclude that "the typical shape of the autocorrelation function ..., together with the existence of an integral scale, imply that each of the six parameters can be viewed as a stationary stochastic process." Since the autocorrelations were fitted on the basis of a stationary model and were chosen from a class of autocorrelation functions having specific shapes, this reasoning is circular and the above conclusion is unwarranted. Assessing stationarity is very difficult and requires more data than are reported in the paper. This issue is discussed too briefly by Yevjevich (1972) . Incidentally, an integral scale will always exist for the above class of autocorrelations, but this has nothing to do with proving stationarity.
Russo and Bresler use x 2 goodness-of-fit tests and normal (or lognormal) probability plots to determine the distributions of the parameters, but again the conclusions are not well founded. The x 2 tests in Table 2 are based on few data and degrees of freedom, and so are not very discriminating. For example, where normality is accepted, many nonnormal distributions would also be acceptable [see Breiman (1973), p. 202-204] . A more serious criticism of both the x 2 test and of probability plots is that both methods require independent, identically distributed observations, whereas the whole point of the paper is that the observations are not independent (p. 682). The conclusion that the distributions are "independent of spatial position" has also not been demonstrated since the data from all locations were lumped into one probability plot.
